Introduction 1
Children's experiences within their early school years provide a crucial platform for 2 them to develop fundamental movement skills (FMS) (Morgan et al., 2013) , which 3 include locomotor (e.g. hopping and running), object-control (e.g. throwing and 4 catching) and stability (e.g. static and dynamic balance) skills. FMS (also referred to 5 as fundamental/gross motor skills) are learned movement patterns that are considered 6 the foundation for more complex, specialized skills (Gallahue, Ozmun and Goodway, 7 2012) and enable successful participation in a variety of physical activities and sports 8 (Haubenstricker and Seefeldt, 1986; Stodden et al., 2008) . The degree of skilled 9 performance across a range of FMS reflects a child's 'movement competence ' 10 (Barnett et al., 2016) , which, for the purposes of this paper, is a global term used to 11 describe goal-directed human movement (Robinson et al., 2015) . Proficiency in 12 performing a range of FMS (e.g. catching, throwing, running) reflects a child's 13 movement competence (Barnett et al., 2016) . Our ability to understand children's 14 movement competence has wide reaching consequences; for example, the lack of 15 recognition of motor difficulty could lead to later social and behavioral difficulties 16 (Cantell et al., 2003) . Furthermore, there is growing evidence that supports the 17 positive relationship between movement competence and physical activity during confidence, physical competence, knowledge and understanding to value and take 6 responsibility for engagement in physical activities for life'. Within this definition, the 7 main area of concern for this study was 'physical competence' as manifested through 8 a child's movement competence and specifically how best to assess children's 9 movement competence. Recommendations from a recent evaluation of the impact of 10 the 'Start to Move' programme on children's FMS competence in the United 11 Kingdom suggest teachers should become more involved in the process of assessing 12 children's FMS (Morley et al., 2015) . Teachers participated in the intervention, which 13 was a one-day, movement-based, teacher-training course to more effectively support 14 children's movement development in Physical Education (PE) lessons, but only 15 observed the movement assessment framework (Bruininks Oseretsky test 2-short 16 form; Bruininks and Oseretsky, 2010) that was used by a team of trained researchers 17 (Morley et al., 2015) . 18 Whilst there is sufficient empirical and policy-framed evidence to suggest that 19 the development of children's movement competence is important for the overall 20 development of the child, what is less articulated is which environment provides the 21 optimal context for movement assessment to occur and the type of assessment that 22 should be used. As Dudley (2015) suggests, understanding the context in which a 23 child's movement is developed and assessed is as important as any intervention used 24 to support the child's development. 25 Therefore, this study offers a unique opportunity to explore expert 1 perspectives on the design of a movement assessment framework for teachers to use 2 in primary schools, with children aged five-seven years. 3
Methods 4
This study adopted a qualitative approach to better understand and capture expert 5 opinion. The data are derived from a sample of five expert academics (three female, 6 two male) and three expert practitioners (two female, one male). The intention was to 7 get to 'know well' a few participants rather than know little about many. The use of 8 focus groups allowed for the construction of meaningful themes, with the subsequent 9 illumination of these themes through the contextual interaction elicited through 10 participation. Philosophically, we do not claim that the themes that were constructed 11 from the data are generalizable to all movement assessment experts or practitioners. 12 However, we would encourage researchers and readers of this paper to appreciate that 13 the emerging themes should be afforded time and contextual appreciation (see 14 Lincoln and Guba, 1985 that their involvement would be anonymous throughout the study and signed 5 informed consent was obtained from each participant prior to commencement. One 6 focus group took place at a university in the North of England and the second focus 7
group was hosted at a university in Ireland. Each focus group was segmented into 8 approximately three sessions of ninety minutes, lasting a total of five hours in 9 duration, yielding a total of ten hours of data captured across the two focus groups. In 10 both focus groups, the lead author, experienced in managing focus groups, acted as 11 moderator, with the second author taking the role of facilitator. To protect their 12 anonymity, participants have been given an identifying code during the reporting and 13 discussion of the results. 14 
15

Participants 16
As the study aimed to consider expert opinions on the design of a movement 17 assessment framework for primary school teachers, it was deemed appropriate to 18 include practitioners with experience of primary school education programs, as well 19 as academics with expertise in children's movement development, in a similar way to 20 other studies in this field (Barnett et Practitioner experts. For the purpose of this study, practitioner experts were defined 4 as such if they had significant experience in a senior, developmental role within 5 primary PE teacher education and children's movement development. In the absence 6 of quantifiable metrics used to define academic experts (e.g. peer-reviewed outputs; 7 see Table 2 ), the way that we have defined practitioner experts highlights the 8 significance of experience and is substantiated within the conceptual framework of a 9 community of practice (CoP) (Lave and Wenger, 1991). CoPs involve the generation 10 and sharing of knowledge, skills and understanding within a specific context. As our 11 participants have fulfilled a number of senior roles within the primary school PE CoP 12 over a significant period of time, we can confirm their status as practitioner experts 13 (see Table 1 ). 14 [Insert Table 1 recommendations for a best fit assessment model for teachers were shared with the 18 group of academics to evaluate the accuracy and reliability of this proposed 19 assessment. As the primary aim of this research was to inform the development of a 20 user-friendly movement assessment framework, we believed that practitioners ' 21 perspectives were an important starting point to achieve such an aim as they were the 22 intended end-users. Furthermore, the vast majority of work in the field of assessing 23 children's movement competence is conducted by academics with the aim of either 24 establishing baseline movement competence or evaluating the efficacy of movement 25 development interventions. So, ensuring that the end-user was prominently positioned 1 in the sequencing of data capture was crucial in challenging the status quo of existing 2 research in this field. 3 
4
Data collection and analysis 5
Two scenario-guided focus group workshops were conducted and recorded using an 6 electronic voice recorder. Prior to the focus groups, the two lead authors created a 7 framework of activities to guide the focus group sessions. The formation of topics and ii. How can these issues be resolved in the creation of a teacher-oriented 11 movement competence assessment? 12
Initially, participants were asked to create a list of the key issues arising for teacher-13 led assessment of the movement competence of children aged four-seven years old. 14 Subsequently, participants were asked to rank these issues in the order of priority that 15 they felt most important, and offer solutions on how these issues could be resolved. 16 Concluding the focus group, participants were asked if there was anything they 17 would like to add, that hadn't previously been discussed during the session. Following the academic experts' focus group, the facilitator and moderator met to 3 share their written notes and to summarise the key issues highlighted from the 4 discussion. These topics of discussion formed the key themes in a thematic 5 framework. Transcripts from the academic experts' focus group sessions were 6 subsequently deductively analysed by the lead author using a qualitative thematic 7 approach (Braun and Clark, 2006) . A cross-check of themes and sub themes between 8 the practitioner and academic experts' focus groups was conducted by the lead author. 9
When analysis of both transcripts had been completed, the facilitator and moderator 10 met to review the themes and supporting quotations from both focus groups. This 11 process allowed similar themes to be collapsed, thus establishing, by consensus, the 12 major themes to be reported. Adopting this multi-phased research process delivered a 13 collaborative perspective from practitioner and academic experts, to understand the 14 challenges posed for developing and implementing an assessment of children's 15 movement competency for teachers to administer. 16 
17
Findings and discussion 18
The aim of this study was to examine movement experts' perceptions of the most 19 effective movement assessment framework for teachers to use in primary schools, 20 with children aged four-seven years. In order to achieve this, we started with the 21 perceptions of the primary school teachers, as they were the end-user. We then 22 positioned their thoughts within a wider debate to interrogate the perceptions of 23 academics that typically operate in a setting where assessing movement competence is 24 conducted for research purposes with the end-user being, predominantly, stakeholders 1 within interventions. Our primary aim was to bridge across these disparate, albeit 2 symbiotically, connected domains in grappling with a solution that would meet the 3 needs of teachers and researchers simultaneously. Our focal point was the 4 development of the movement competence assessment tool but it was, perhaps 5 unsurprisingly, revealing that the perspectives of what the tool needed to achieve was 6 significantly different between the two groups of participants. 7
During the focus group discussions, a number of dilemmas emerged in 8 relation to the development of a teacher-oriented assessment of children's movement 9 competence. The way that these dilemmas emerged and were subsequently framed by 10 participants provides an interesting characterisation of the data capture process and is 11 useful in understanding the more detailed and specific comments regarding the 12 dilemmas, that followed. As such, the 'framing of dilemmas' is presented as a 13 precursor to the presentation of the dilemmas themselves, with these being: (a) why similar studies, the overarching use of such a framework is limited within this 16 particular study for two reasons. Firstly, participants are experts, rather than teachers, 17 and are being tasked to envisage the complexities of a movement assessment 18 framework in PE, to be used by a primary school teacher. As the framework was 19 designed to interpret the dilemmas teachers themselves face during their teaching, the 20 use of third party perspectives, as provided by experts, is limiting. Secondly, whereas 21
Windschitl (2002) presented dilemmas within particular frames of reference (i.e. 22 pedagogy, cultural), it became obvious that dilemmas articulated by experts in this 23 study became increasingly framed as dichotomous to each other. For example, a 24 dilemma emerged as to whether the assessment setting should be naturalistic or 25 engineered (see Figure 1 ). ten Cate (2015) suggests that the emergence of this method 1 of framing the argument in such an either-or manner is not without flaws; there is the 2 potential for a false dichotomy to emerge, in which alternative solutions are crowded 3 out by the offer of strongly polarized perspectives. Indeed, he suggests that such false 4 dichotomies are not useful and, furthermore, could prove detrimental in achieving any 5 intended goal. 6
It is plausible to suggest that the use of certain parameters when shaping the 7 focus groups could have caused these dilemmas to emerge in this way. Simply by 8 constructing expert perspectives around the subsequent production of a movement 9 assessment framework could have influenced the focus groups as the researchers were 10 striving for conclusive responses to inform this production. However, there was also a 11 sense that the experts were coming to terms with a field of discussion that they would 12 not ordinarily engage in and this level of uncertainty was also a potential cause for 13 their polarized responses. Participants were, perhaps, making sense of the debate by 14 positioning themselves at either ends of the spectrum and not fully considering 15 alternative options that existed between the polar ends. Table 3 In response, A2 adds further weight to the dilemma: 10 11 And that's where I'm making the differentiation from a research study, with a 12 research hat on, to actually being in the setting as a teacher who is actually 13 worried or concerned about the development of some kids. (A2) 14 15 Whilst the suitability of the majority of existing movement assessment frameworks is 16 predicated on the establishment of the assessment's reliability and validity, it seems 17 experts here are proposing that there are wider criteria for establishing the usefulness 18 of a movement assessment framework for use by primary teachers. Hermann et al., 19 (2015) claim that the implementation of their movement test battery fulfills the 20 functions of both 'system monitoring' (information on the educational system's 21 performance) and 'school development' (reports on pupils' performance affecting 22 internal reform for quality measures). Whilst there is no empirical evidence within 23 their study to support this claim, it is interesting that the authors rationalise their 24 outcomes around how children's movement assessment could be used as a way to 25 measure both the school's and children's progress. What is equally interesting in the 26 second point is that there is an assumption that reports on pupil performance will, in 27 some way, affect internal reform; here, it is assumed that the use of a teacher-oriented 28 movement assessment framework would result in an improvement in pedagogy 29 related to movement development. 30 Whilst most experts deem the quantification of a child's movement 1 competence as an important rationale for assessing children, the link to the enactment 2 of the three messages of knowledge development (assessment, pedagogy and 3 learning) proposed by Hay and Penney (2015) 
How should we do it? Should the assessment setting be 'natural' or 'engineered'? 25
Most existing movement assessment frameworks involve an 'engineered' setting in 26 that the assessment is specifically manufactured to capture data related to children's 27 movement competence. In these types of assessments, participants typically perform a 28 series of movement tasks, or a single task, in a specific order, in a circuitous manner. 29
Parameters are placed on how the participant performs the task in the way that they 30 must respond to an assessor's instructions. Within these engineered settings, there is 31 minimal regard as to whether the movement is typical, in that the child is in a 'natural' 1 setting; a natural setting within a school might entail the child's typical engagement in 2 a PE lesson or playground activity. Experts in this study suggested that a natural 3 setting could provide a more accurate measurement of a child's movement 4 competence. 5 P2: 'I think that we should look at a more natural environment to assess. So a 6 play kind of environment to assess. ' 7 Interviewer: 'Why is that?' 8 P2: Because I think all these generic underpinnings things that we're talking 9 about here are all required for everyday life, and I think the natural 10 environment that we live in, by the nature of it, encourages those basic skills 11 to be developed. ' 12 13 It seems that this dilemma is borne out of what Windschitl (2002) you want them to do; therefore, you can't box it. So which box do you tick 6 on? Do I tick on the running, or do I tick on the hopping, when the kid's 7 actually doing a bit of both in this particular game in the playground? 8 9
What should it look like? What is the appropriate balance between simplicity and 10 complexity? Simplicity, in this context, was generally described as a movement 11 assessment framework that could be used to assess children's movement competence 12 within the confines of a typical PE lesson, by a non-PE specialist teacher, in a timely 13 manner. Furthermore, it has previously been reported that primary school teachers 14 lack knowledge (Morgan and Hansen, 2007) and confidence ( A3: So then it goes back to that. It has to be simple, otherwise they don't want 26 to do it. It has to be so engaging they can't not want to do it [sic]. 27 28 I think we just have to be mindful of whatever we put out there -particularly 29 for a non-specialist teacher at primary -has to be really, really basic and 30 simple, as basic as you can make it, but still effective. (P1)  31 1 For some experts, simplicity also entailed the amount of time the assessment would 2 take and whether this could be configured to the typical duration of a PE lesson. complete the use the movement assessment framework for all children was often 10 presented as a dilemma: 11
12
I think there needs to be something that's easily measurable, but also easily 13 done by a large number of people at the same time. I was just thinking about 14 it being a teaching class, in a class situation, if you've got 30 children, you 15 don't want to be going through a whole batch of tests. (P3) 16 17 I think really, while trying to develop something that no-one's ever done 18 before, it's being very realistic about what we want this tool to do, without 19 trying to create something so unwieldy and actually we end up with something 20 very complex that doesn't really do what we need it to do (P1) 21 22 Should the tasks be static or dynamic? This dilemma emerged as a complex, often 23 sequentially framed, construct relating to the nature of tasks recommended by experts 24 for assessing children's movement by primary teachers. The discussion related to the 25 best way to assess the progression of the child's movement competence, using static 26 tasks, more dynamic and free flowing demonstrations of movement competence, or a 27 combination of both. It seemed that the age range of the intended users of the 28 movement assessment tool had an influence on responses with a synonymous 29 escalation into increasing the demands of the task. This meant that the task would 30 have to initially challenge the child's movement in isolation, before progressing to 1 more dynamic modes of movement: 2 I'd prefer to assess the dynamic elements of balance, more than the static 3 elements. I look at both, but really, in a way, I think, concentrating on one doesn't 4
give you the full picture… that kind of period of destabilising your body. (P1) 5 6 Whilst there was an initial discussion around the suitability of skills in isolation as 7 opposed to the ability to demonstrate movement competence in more dynamic 8 situations, other experts went further in their understanding of dynamism by referring 9 to the potential for use of an obstacle course setting for movement assessment, as 10 captured by the following interaction: 11
P3: For something like an obstacle course you would have to set it up in such 13 a way that they had to perform the moves you want them to, but you don't tell 14 them, so they would have to do that. I think there would have to be some form 15 of structure because otherwise some of these [movements] they may never do. 
Conclusions 21
These results suggest the development of a FMS assessment protocol for use by 22 primary teachers needs to consider the multidimensional complexities of assessing 23 children's movement in relation to the specific context in which the assessment will 24 be conducted. The postulated dilemmas presented as a result of this study provide a 1 basis for subsequent research in this field. The dilemmas could be used as a platform 2 to design an actual movement assessment framework as well as being a point of 3 reference to consult a wider range of practitioners; for example, the teachers 4 themselves. 5
It is clear from the findings that experts believe that there are dilemmas that 6 need resolving in order to design a movement assessment framework for teachers. 7
Given the wide-ranging nature of these dilemmas it is questioned whether existing 8 movement assessment frameworks in their current form, predominantly designed and 9 used by researchers, offer a credible basis for the design and development of a 10 movement assessment framework to be used by primary school teachers. At the core 11 of this uncertainty lies the origination of movement assessment frameworks and, 12 although there is some, albeit limited, research on how teachers have been involved in 13 the design of such assessments, their intended use as ways of measuring movement 14 competence, as evidenced by the child's ability to perform FMS. Participants from 15 both practitioner and academic backgrounds in this study constantly question the 16 purpose of the assessment; a tangible tension exists in the differing perspectives 17 offered, with practitioners arguing for a simple tool that will inform future learning 18 and academics questioning the reliability and validity of such a tool in terms of 19 accurately assessing children's movement in a way typically achieved through the use 20 of existing protocols. 21 The context used for the deployment of existing movement assessment frameworks is 22 often schools, yet little consideration is given to the potential for information gleaned 23 from the assessment to be used in a way that subsequently supports the child's 24 learning or informs the teacher's pedagogy. This is not unsurprising as the teacher is 25 rarely involved in either the design or use of the protocol and many of the protocols 1 could be viewed as complex to a non-specialist teacher teaching PE in a primary 2 school. It is likely, therefore, accepting the perspectives of participants in this study, 3 that the development of movement assessment frameworks for use by primary 4 teachers of children aged four-seven years can mirror existing protocols in terms of 5 the movements assessed. However, such development might initially focus less on 6 reliability and validity of the tool, whilst effectively responding to the unique context 7 in which the tool will be used and the expertise of the person using it. Notable for its 8 absence in this study is experts' mention of the role of children in the assessment, 9 which brings into question the authenticity of the assessment as assessment for Notwithstanding attempts by researchers to stratify participants to provide as 11 representative a sample as possible, given the limited resources no doubt available, it 12 is clear that a movement assessment framework to generate more data and better 13 understand population estimates of children's movement competence is much needed. 14 Providing teachers with an assessment framework that is easy to use, provides 15 information for subsequent teaching and learning and is embraced by the teachers 16 who are going to use it to assess the early years of children's movement competence, 17 is one way to increase our understanding of the status of children's movement on a 18 larger scale. 
